The Kitāb al-Fihrist of Ibn al-Nadīm (d. 380/990), one of the most important bio-bibliographical works in Arabic, is an invaluable source for the study of the first four centuries of Arabic writerly culture and of medieval Islamicate history. Ibn al-Nadīm divides his work into 10 parts (and 30 chapters), organised according to different fields of knowledge and scholarship. He also subdivides the notices, entries and titles very deliberately, typically chronologically. Here, I describe another organisational phenomenon discernible in the third chapter of the third part of the Fihrist, namely organization based on notions I term 'proximity' and 'resemblance', which yield 'sidebars' and 'clusters.' This organisation yields valuable information about the writerly culture of the 3rd/8th, 4th/9th and 5th/10th centuries.
Introduction
The organizational principles governing and guiding the structure of biographical or bio-bibliographical works can be elusive. Who is excluded, and why? If exclusion is not for ideological or partisan reasons, is it for organizational ones? Who is included, and why? What criteria do the author-compilers use to classify those individuals they do include? Specifically, how are biographical notices sequenced -by merit, by precedence, by generation, by talent, by profession or qualification? Or is the material organized alphabetically, or chronologically, i.e. according to less subjective criteria?
In describing the biographical works dealing with the Companions of the Prophet Muḥ ammad, Claude Gilliot identifies four criteria of classification: moral and chronological; relationship to the Prophet; (purely) chronological; and alphabetical.
1 John Nawas divides biographical dictionaries into four categories or types: general, chronological, geographical, and thematic. 2 Users of Arabic biographical works will have encountered all of these organizational principles. Often, the overarching principle is articulated, or at any rate clear. The principles governing the organizations of biographical works do not of course have to be mutually exclusive. In Taʾrikh Baghdād, for example, al-Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī (d. 463/1071) uses Baghdad as a way of delimiting biographees, but he also organizes their notices alphabetically -and also places women in a final section, thus making explicit, and reproducing, a gendered notion of precedence, something to be found also in the Ḍ awʾ al-lāmiʿ li-ahl al-qarn al-tāsiʿ of al-Sakhāwī (d. 902/1497) and the Riyāḍ al-ʿulamāʾ wa-ḥ iyāḍ al-fuḍ alāʾ of ʿAbd Allāh Afandī (d. ca. 1130/1718), for example. Even the first Arabic biographical dictionary (and, by many accounts, the first biographical work in any language), the Ṭ abaqāt of Ibn Saʿd, though organized according to successive generations, starting with the time of the Prophet, also pays attention to geography. By contrast, Ibn Saʿd's contemporary, Ibn Sallām al-Jumaḥ ī (d. 232/846), organizes his Ṭ abaqāt fuḥ ūl al-shuʿarāʾ according to generation and talent, but with no implication about or attention to moral or religious merit or geography.
The Kitāb al-Fihrist, a bio-bibliographical catalogue of some 7000 titles, was completed in 377/987-8, and is one of the most important biographical works in the history of Arabic scholarship. 3 In the Introduction, the author, Ibn al-Nadīm (d. 380/990), 4 writes that his catalogue is an index of all the books, in the Arabic language and script, of the Arab and non-Arab peoples, in all branches of knowledge, accompanied by biographical information about authors and compilers. 5 As such, the Fihrist has been one of the most valuable sources for the study of the first four centuries of Arabic writerly culture, of medieval Islamicate history, and even, in some instances, of non-Arab/ic and non-Muslim culture.
Ibn al-Nadīm divides the Fihrist into ten principal parts, which he designates maqālāt (sing. maqāla), each of which is then subdivided into funūn (sing. fann).
6 I list below the ten maqālas and their general contents (indicating in parentheses the lengths of each constituent fann and the total number We placed the Basran scholars first because (linguistic) knowledge of Arabic was (first) obtained from them, and because Basra was founded before Kufa.
As these examples from early in the Fihrist show -and many more could be adduced from later in the work -ordinarily Ibn al-Nadīm is inclined to cluster people (and titles) from the same place of origin, to cluster from the same time period, to mention material thematically, and to sequence people and titles chronologically. He is also inclined to list a scholar's students or disciples in pedagogical (i.e. chronological) order, though sometimes it is the more prominent student's notice 11 11 I distinguish between "notice," which applies to an individual (or family); "title," which applies to a written work; and "entry," which applies to any listed item (including notice and title). 12 Ibn al-Nadīm is as concerned with microstructural order as he is with macrostructural order. This is clear from his practice of designating an otherwise unidentified sequence as a ṭ abaqa ("group[ing], class/ification") or as a ṭ āʾifa ("cluster"). 15 This concern for the microstructural is clear also in his sequencing of the members of families of scholars: they may not all write about the same topics, but he will typically list them together chronologically. In 2.1, for instance, he makes this sequencing explicit, alerting us to "The Accounts of the Yazīdīs, in sequence," Akhbār al-Yazīdiyyīn ʿalā al-nasq.
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Ibn al-Nadīm's remarks about the principles of classification in the Fihrist have not gone unnoticed, but neither have they attracted a great deal of scholarly attention, certainly not as much as the contents of the work have. Some scholars have been able to deduce organizational principles based on the indi- 13 viduals Ibn al-Nadīm includes, some have been able to glean biographical and historical information about individuals mentioned based on Ibn al-Nadīm's organizational principles, and recently a few have been able to show that the very organizational structure can convey historical and ideological information about Ibn al-Nadīm.
Over a century ago, in 1897, Julius Lippert pointed out that within maqālas the Fihrist is, with exceptions, largely chronological. 17 Holger Preissler takes this up in a 1987 article, arguing that Ibn al-Nadīm's methodology is indebted to ṭ abaqāt literature, i.e. Ibn al-Nadīm identifies the beginning of each science or discipline and then follows that discipline's development and authors up to his own time. 18 Preissler also argues that several hierarchically interwoven principles of organization are at work in the Fihrist. 19 In an important study published in 1989, Valeriy Polosin argues, rather, that when the Fihrist does appear to proceed chronologically, it does so because the works from which Ibn al-Nadīm extensively quotes do so. For Polosin, the Fihrist is a work in progress, as can be seen from the numerous spaces left blank for information to be added later. Polosin concludes that the Fihrist is characterized by "compositional chaos" ("kompozicionnaja nerazberikha"). 20 But as his statements quoted above show, Ibn al-Nadīm is systematic and, as Dimitry Frolow and Devin Stewart have carefully argued, for Ibn al-Nadīm chronology is a fundamental organizational principle -even if it is not the only one.
In a 1997 article on Ibn al-Nadīm's sequencing of works of Qurʾanic exegesis, Frolow showed that Ibn al-Nadīm's careful deployment of chronology and regional origins allowed him to place greater emphasis on Shiʿite exegetes than Syrian ones, in a departure from traditional accounts of the development of that genre. He writes: 21 At first sight, the list of mufassirīn given by Ibn al-Nadīm leaves the impression of a paratactical succession of names, put together at random, though in fact it is an example of a neat construction whose aim is to give a picture of the genesis and development of the Muslim exegetical tradition during the first three centuries of the Muslim Era. We have before us one of the earliest Muslim conceptions of the history of tafsīr, which is definitely Shiʿite in its outlook.
Frolow demonstrates that the two main parameters Ibn al-Nadīm uses -ones familiar in, and from, ṭ abaqāt composition, as Preissler showed -are chronological and geographical, i.e. the division of scholars between four main regional centres or "schools." 22 Frolow goes on to identify five clusters, which he calls "compositional nuclei" (1. Kufan school; 2. Basran school; 3. ≈ second/eighth century; 4. third/ninth century; and 5. tenth century and post-Ṭ abarī).
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Devin Stewart has also argued for chronology as a fundamental organizational principle in the Fihrist, one that reveals not only Ibn al-Nadīm's scholarly positions, but also his rigour. In a 2007 article, Stewart underscores the importance of recognizing the role of chronology on four distinct levels: the sequencing of the maqālas within the Fihrist (e.g. the placement of Maqāla 5, Islamic theology, before Maqāla 6, Islamic law); the sequencing of fanns within a single maqāla (e.g. ancient poetry before modern poetry in Maqāla 4); the sequencing of authors within a single fann (overwhelmingly by death date, e.g. the Ẓ āhirī jurists in 6.4); and the sequencing of works within a single genre (vide Frolow) . 24 Stewart notes that the area requiring the most work in deducing principles or data is the third, i.e. the sequencing of works within a single fann, a task made difficult by the fact that Ibn al-Nadīm evidently does now and again breach chronological order.
The Organisation of Maqāla 3

Fann 1
Maqāla 3 is one of the longest maqālas and includes two of the longest fanns (1 and 2) (see Table 1 above). At 45 folios, it accounts for about 15% of the manuscript. In the Introduction to the Fihrist, Ibn al-Nadīm characterizes Maqāla 3 as follows: 25 
al-maqāla al-thālitha wa-hiya thalāthat funūn fī l-akhbār wa-l-ādāb wa-l-siyar wa-l-ansāb
The Third Part, comprising three chapters, covering historical accounts, belleslettres, lives, and genealogies.
The introductory remarks to Maqāla 3 itself, however, read as follows: 26 
al-maqāla al-thālitha . . . fī akhbār al-akhbāriyyīn wa-l-nassābīn wa-aṣ ḥ āb al-aḥ dāth wa-l-ādāb
The Third Part . . . comprising accounts about the reporters of historical accounts, genealogists, and the recounters of historical events and belles-lettres.
Though the differences are minor, the latter has the virtue of sequencing the areas of expertise in a way that reflects the actual sequencing in the Maqāla, thus akhbār→ansāb→siyar/aḥ dāth→ādāb, with ādāb appearing last (rather than akhbār→ādāb→siyar/aḥ dath→ansāb). If we turn now to the characterisation of the three individual fanns of Maqāla 3 from the Introduction to the Fihrist, we find a far more detailed enunciation of contents, divided by fann: 27 
[3.1] al-fann al-awwal fī akhbār al-akhbāriyyīn wa-l-ruwāh wa-l-nassābīn wa-aṣ ḥ āb al-siyar wa-l-aḥ dāth wa-asmāʾ kutubi-him
[3.1] The First Chapter, comprising accounts about the reporters of historical accounts, the transmitters, the genealogists, the recounters of historical biographies and events, and the titles of their books
[3.2] al-fann al-thānī fī akhbār al-mulūk wa-l-kuttāb wa-l-mutarassilīn wa-ʿummāl al-kharāj wa-aṣ ḥ āb al-dawāwīn wa-asmāʾ kutubi-him
[3.2] The Second Chapter, comprising accounts of the rulers, the secretaries, the epistolographers, and the land-tax officials and government clerks, and the titles of their books
[3.3] al-fann al-thālith fī akhbār al-nudamāʾ wa-l-julasāʾ (wa-l-udabāʾ) wa-lmughannīn wa-l-ṣ afādima wa-l-ṣ afāʿina wa-l-muḍ ḥ ikīn wa-asmāʾ kutubi-him
[3.3] The Third Chapter, comprising accounts of the boon-companions, tablecompanions, (belletrists), singers, slap-takers, buffoons, and comedians, and the titles of their books Thus the enumerated contents of Fann 1 and the contents of the entire Maqāla match closely. The significant differences are twofold. The first is the omission of ādāb from Fann 1 -indeed, no specifically belletristic works are named in the fann, and the word ādāb occurs only in the Wakīʿ entry toward the end of the fann. The second difference is the mention of ruwāh (transmitters), an important component of the fann, something that a perusal of it clearly shows.
Fann 1 is, therefore, not divided sequentially according to the rubrics provided by Ibn al-Nadīm, i.e. akhbāriyyīn, then nassābīn, then ruwāh, then aṣ ḥ āb al-siyar wa-l-aḥ dāth. Rather, all the individuals listed represent one or more of the rubrics. The fann does, however, proceed (more or less) chronologically. In this respect, Fann 1 is in keeping with the overarching internal organizational principle to be found in most fanns, namely chronology. And Ibn al-Nadīm does not abandon his practice of listing students, disciples and peers after teachers or major figures: for example, Muḥ ammad b. Saʿd, who is min aṣ ḥ āb al-Wāqidī ("one of the students of al-Wāqidī"), appears after the al-Wāqidī entry.
28 But, as we shall see, Fanns 2 and 3 are organized quite differently from Fann 1. 29 
Fann 2
Turning to Fann 2, its rubrics as identified in the Fihrist's Introduction, in the Maqāla 3 Introduction, and in the heading to the fann itself, can be schematized as follows: 30 The absences of mulūk and aṣ ḥ āb al-dawāwīn, the one use of al-mutarassilīn as a descriptor of kuttāb, and the use of ṣ unnāʿ rather than ʿummāl, are minor differences in the various rubrics. The only material difference is the addition of khuṭ abāʾ (orators), which, like the addition of ruwāh in Fann 1, serves to nuance and better describe the contents of the fann. If we assume that the omission of aṣ ḥ āb al-dawāwīn in the fann heading is inadvertent -which we are justified in assuming given its appearance in the earlier two enumerations, and in some manuscripts -then, the complete list of contents is: mulūk (rulers), kuttāb (secretaries), khuṭ abāʾ (orators), mutarassilīn (epistolographers), ʿummāl al-kharāj (land-tax officials), aṣ ḥ āb al-dawāwīn (government clerks). It turns out that this is in fact grosso modo the sequence according to which the fann proceeds. Also, if we give more credence to items that appear in all enumerations than those that appear only once or twice, i.e. to kuttāb, and mutarassilīn, then we might reasonably expect the fann to deal more with those types of individuals (and those disciplines). As the following schematic shows, this turns out to be the case: Unlike Fann 1, therefore, Fann 2 proceeds according to its enumerated rubrics, organizes chronologically within rubrics, but also pays attention to other parameters, such as geography, professional specialty and genre of writing.
Fann 3
The contents of 3.3 are described as follows in the fann heading (and are all but identical in the three places they are enumerated): We return to the renowned authors Muḥ ammad b. Isḥ āq writes: When I mention someone from among the authors, I follow him by mentioning another who is close to him and similar to him, even if his [life] span is later than that of the one I mention after him. This is my methodology throughout this book.
In the Flügel edition, we find the variant adhkuru-hu for adraka-hu in the passage quoted above, the variant al-mughanniyyīn [sic] al-mashhūrīn in the heading, and an additional, preceding methodological statement. 34 Even if we accept the reading adraka-hu, over the more likely adhkuru-hu, and break the sentences differently, the identical methodology is still conveyed. Reading al-mughannīn al-mashhūrīn is an error, that is, famous singers are not discussed next -something that is underscored by the additional methodological statement to be found in the Flügel edition, namely:
35 «Baʿda akhbāri-hi akhbār Qurayṣ al-mughannī wa-huwa yajīʾu baʿda hādhihi l-waraqa bi-sabʿa ʿasharata waraqa ka-dhā rattaba-hu muʾallif al-kitāb.» «After his account [= Jaḥ ẓ a] (should be) the account of Qurayṣ the Singer, but it appears seventeen folios after this one. This is how the author of the book has ordered (the account).» In addition to the scribal comment about the number of intervening folios, when Ibn al-Nadīm himself comments on order and sequence in the Fihrist, 33 Fihrist, ed. Sayyid, vol. 1/2, p. 450, l. 10 to p. 451, l. 1, Fihrist, ed. Tajaddud, p. 163, ll. 4-6, Fihrist, MS 3315, fol. 87r, ll. 9-11 (Dodge, The Fihrist, p. 319). The reading of mushahharīn (as opposed to the more common mashhūrīn and mushtahirīn) is supported by its appearance elsewhere in the Fihrist, e.g. MS 3315, fol. 20r, l. 12. Sayyid prefers mushtahirīn; note also that he prefers atbaʿtu to ittabaʿtu, with similarly little change in import. 34 Fihrist, ed. Flügel, p. 146, ll. 3-6. 35 he does so in the first person and this statement is in the third person. This material was therefore most likely inserted (or amended) by a copyist. Reading mughannīn for muṣ annifīn suggests that the copyist was not paying attention to the content of the biographies that follow Jaḥ ẓ a's, nor to the rubrics announced in the headings. Although accounts of nudamāʾ, julasāʾ and mughannīn have been presented so far, if udabāʾ are a separate rubric we have not encountered them yet, and the notices that follow would appear to be these very udabāʾ (see further, below).
On the face of it, then, the listing of notices [1] to [20] seems to conform neither to a death date chronology nor to any other immediately discernible principle. But let us now add in known dates of birth and death, and also heed Ibn al-Nadīm's methodological remarks. The list now looks like this (with the dates provided by Ibn al-Nadīm in regular type, and other known dates underlined): We may reasonably surmise, on the chronology by date of death principle, that Abān and Ḥ amdūn died between 188/804 and 257/871. Given that we do not have dates recorded in any other sources, this sequence in the Fihrist -if it is not based on faulty information -gives us an admittedly large but nevertheless defined 69-year window in which to place the deaths of these two figures, with Abān's death preceding Ḥ amdūn's.
Individual
What of the individuals listed after Abū Hiffān? An important clue is provided by the statement, "we return to the renowned authors." Ibn al-Nadīm can only be 'returning' if he has 'left'; what remains is to determine when he 'left.' Ibn al-Nadīm must have 'left' when he departed from his customary chronology. That happens immediately after Abū Hiffān, with Yūnus al-Kātib al-Mughannī. Abū Hiffān dies in 257/871 and Yūnus dies in 147/765. Three of the next four individuals not only follow chronology by death date (see below), but they are also all part of a cluster or microcluster of famous authors who sang and wrote about singers and singing. The last of these, Jaḥ ẓ a, dies in 324/936, thus post-dating Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir who follows him: 40 If we accept that Ibn al-Nadīm is scrupulous about chronology, then we can expect Ḥ ubaysh/Ḥ abash to have died around 279/892. We cannot be more precise as we do not have a reliable death date for Abū Ḥ ashīsha as a terminus ante quem.
If we factor in the methodological remark that appears immediately after the Jaḥ ẓ a notice in the Flügel edition, namely baʿda akhbāri-hi akhbār Qurayṣ al-Mughannī (After his account [= Jaḥ ẓ a] [should be] the account of Qurayṣ the Singer), 41 Note that the chronology of the singers' dates of death continues to be followed. Indeed, in the Qurayṣ entry, we read: wa-tuwuffiya Qurayṣ fī sanat arbaʿ wa-ʿishrīn wa-fī-hā māta Jaḥ ẓ a, "Qurayṣ passed away in (3)24, in which year Jaḥ ẓ a also died." 43 As for the the non-singers, Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir, who dies in 280/893, now appositely follows Abū Hiffān, who dies in 257/871.
Although the foregoing shows that Ibn al-Nadīm's sequencing is systematic, several important questions remain, among them: Why do the Ḥ amdūns follow the Banū Munajjim? Why does Abū Hiffān follow the Āl Ḥ amdūn? Why introduce the singers after Abū Hiffān? Why follow Jaḥ ẓ a with Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir? And if we accept that the singers constitute a sidebar or microcluster, as I hope I have shown that we must: How do we explain the consequent adjacency of Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir and Abū Hiffān. The answers to these questions, I am suggesting, lies in two phenomena, 'proximity' and 'resemblance.'
Proximity and Resemblance in 3.3
The Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir/Abū Hiffān Sequence
In a 1991 article, Hilary Kilpatrick first studied the function, selection and placement of akhbār in adab works, in particular the Kitāb al-Aghānī, and described the phenomenon of placement enhancement. She showed that one account may often cast into relief aspects of another account because of the two accounts' placement relative to one another, that "the context in which a khabar or group of akhbār is placed enhances its meaning." 44 Building on and extending Hilary Kilpatrick's study of the function, selection and positioning of akhbār in the Kitāb al-Aghānī, I described (in a study of [20] Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir) -something I termed "proximity": 45 "Proximity" . . . is when the author/compiler chooses to record together, or in close proximity, accounts that relate figures who are otherwise connected. In other words, I am suggesting that the presence of certain names in an accountwhether in the chain of transmission (isnād ) or the text itself -leads the author/ compiler to include other accounts that contain other individuals who, in the author/compiler's mind, are connected. These associations may even transcend the categories and divisions of a given work, such as biographical entries, or discussions of particular tropes in a work of literary criticism. Associations known to the author/compiler take hold and guide the selection of accounts. What may at first blush appear to be a random process turns out to be more mediated. The selection of item number 2 is predicated on item number 1 . . . The link that is established gives a super-structural coherence to clusters of accounts.
In the Kitāb al-Waraqa -an important source for Ibn al-Nadīm 46 -for example, Ibn al-Jarrāḥ (d. 296/908) appears to use "proximity." In his entry on al-Qiṣ āfī (d. 247/861), he follows verses recited by Abū Hiffān, with an anecdote quoted directly on the authority of Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir. 47 The the presence of al-Qiṣ āfī the Younger, who proceeded to declaim two lines about the gift. We should not be surprised that Abū Hiffān and Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir are quoted for information about al-Qiṣ āfī, as they moved in the same circles, but it appears that the mention of Abū Hiffān evoked the others for Ibn al-Jarrāḥ . The connection between al-Qiṣ āfī, Abū Hiffān, Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir, and Abū l-ʿAynāʾ, was, I am suggesting, obvious to Ibn al-Jarrāḥ . Ibn al-Jarrāḥ also quotes Abū Hiffān in the notice devoted to al-Aṣ maʿī (d. 213/826). 48 If we rely on "proximity" as a predictive mechanism, we might expect to find Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir, for example, also mentioned there -and he is. In the notice devoted to Abū l-Janūb (fl. third/ninth century), Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir is again quoted soon after Abū Hiffān. There is a group of four muwaswisun . . . Another group are nonsense poets . . . These few indications of the contents leave no doubt that Ibn al-Muʿtazz's book is a rich source for the sociology of poetry in the early ʿAbbasid era."
The individuals in Table 4 above are all ones with whom Abū Hiffān and Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir were closely associated. Indeed, most are members of the group al-Marzubānī designates Shayāṭ īn al-ʿAskar (lit. "the Demons of ʿAskar," though I prefer "The Bad Boys of Baghdad"). 51 This suggests that the motivation for this particular sequencing is related to Ibn al-Muʿtazz's knowledge of these poets' specific socio-literary association. In fact, most of those named are also regulars at the majālis of ʿAlī b. Yaḥ yā, whose cluster of family notices is at only one remove -and only three lines from -the Abū Hiffān notice.
In The "proximity" of Abū Hiffān to Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir can, it seems to me, be established beyond question. Indeed, as several anecdotes in the sources show, they were not just professional or occasional acquaintances, but comrades, and members of a socio-literary group. Can "proximity" and "resemblance" also provide answers to, or clues about, the other sequences? Brief notices are not unusual in the Fihrist, but they are unusual when a family is being described -in contrast, the preceding entries devoted to the Mawṣ ilī and Munajjim family take up three pages (just under two folios) and two pages (one and a half folios), respectively. The brevity suggests that Ibn al-Nadīm was not done noting all the information he intended to includethis would certainly be in keeping with Polosin's views about the way Ibn al-Nadīm planned and redacted his catalogue. Indeed, two generations of Ḥ amdūns renowned for their companionship are missing: Abū l-ʿUbays b. Aḥ mad, and his son, Ibrāhīm b. Aḥ mad. As we learned from al-Marzubānī (via Yāqūt) above, Abū l-ʿUbays was a regular at the majālis of ʿAlī b. Yaḥ yā. With such documented contact between members of the Munajjim and Ḥ amdūn families, "proximity" can certainly explain the adjacency of these two families here in Fihrist 3.3. More importantly, it can also explain why the Ḥ amdūns are not elsewhere: Ḥ amdūn might, as a kātib, have merited mention in 3.2, and Aḥ mad, as a rāwiya and akhbārī, might have merited mention in 3.2, but their ties to boon-companionship meant that they were classed in 3.3.
Abū Hiffān following on after the Banū Ḥ amdūn can also similarly be explained: he and Abū l-ʿUbays b. Ḥ amdūn were both habitués of ʿAlī b. Yaḥ yā's majālis. But in Abū Hiffān's case, Ibn al-Nadīm evidently also felt the pull to place him elsewhere strongly enough that he opens the notice with wasa-yamurru dhikru-hu fī jumlat shuʿarāʾ al-muḥ dathīn, "he shall be mentioned [again] among the group of the modern poets" 54 -a recurrence which does not, in fact, take place. Though not common, this failure of Ibn al-Nadīm to mention an individual elsewhere when he has specifically signalled that he will do so, suggests that at this particular point in the Fihrist sequencing might still have been in flux. Moreover, unlike the Mawṣ ilī and Munajjim Family entries, which are discrete on the page, the Ḥ amdūn one runs directly into the Abū Hiffān notice, without any break. This is not unusual in the Fihrist generally, but it is unusual for a notice of a non-family member to follow on from a family entry in this way. Below is a schematic representation of the sequence from notices 1-20:
Substantial family entry (Munajjim) Brief Āl Ḥ amdūn entry → Brief Abū Hiffān entry (without signalled follow-up) (Otherwise unannounced) Sidebar of four singers Substantial family entry (Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir) Indeed, we might consider the possibility that in this maqāla (and possibly in others, though I have not tested this), the entries to which Ibn al-Nadīm devotes a substantial amount of space represent another matrix of organization in the Fihrist. In 3.3, the substantial notices are those of the Mawṣ ilīs and Munajjims (court companions, authors on music, musicians/entertainers), Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir (multifaceted author, with special interests in plagiarism, poetry, and belles-lettres), al-Ṣ ūli, combining the above two (court companion, entertainer [chess], multifaceted author, with special interests in poetry, and belleslettres), and al-Ṣ aymarī (companion, humourist/entertainer, belletrist). This would help explain some of the overlaps which characterize 3.3. In the case of al-Ṣ aymarī, for instance, Ibn al-Nadīm is explicit about such overlap, describing him as a jester and clown (min ahl al-fakāhāt wa-l-murāṭ azāt [muraṭ anāt?]), but also as urbane and knowledgeable about the stars (adīb ʿārif bi-l-nujūm), and an intimate court companion of al-Mutawakkil and al-Muʿtamid. 55 Noteworthy also is the way in which Ibn al-Nadīm chose to open 3.3, with Ibrāhīm al-Mawṣ ilī. He opened 3.2 with Ibrāhīm al-Mahdī, also a singer. 54 Indeed, the two singers represent two rival schools of music and singing. Though both are given prominence by being placed at the beginning of a fann, one could argue that neither is in exactly the right place, and that the two might even belong together. Might Ibn al-Nadīm have been making a point about, or taking a position on, the rivalry? Those Ibn al-Nadīm chooses to place at the end of fanns are important too. As Stewart has noted: 56 . . . when Ibn al-Nadim was unsure of particular authors' placement as he recorded additional entries, he tended to put them at the end of the [fann] in question. His intent may have been to finish recording the necessary information and then perhaps create a new redaction of the entire work at a later date. In any case, these occasional elements of disorder in the text do not negate the fact that the Fihrist is on the whole constructed with a great deal of thought and care.
Resemblance
The Abū Hiffān/Singers, and Jaḥ ẓ a/Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir Sequences Two sequences in notices 1-20 remain to be explained: the appearance of the singers cluster after Abū Hiffān, and the appearance of Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir after the last singer, Jaḥ ẓ a. "Proximity" -which, as I use it, is an indicator of social or socio-literary relations -is a highly improbable explanation for the adjacency of Abū Hiffān, who died in 257/871, and Yūnus, who died a century earlier in 147/765. But something about Abū Hiffān must have evoked Yūnus, and similarly, something about Jaḥ ẓ a must have evoked Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir. The former can be explained by the fact that Abū Hiffān appears over fifty times as a transmitter in the Kitāb al-Aghānī, an important source for Ibn al-Nadīm on singing, music and much else besides.
A different mechanism can be enlisted to explain Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir's adjacency to Jaḥ ẓ a, not one related to socio-literary networks, but one related to titles. Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir may well have been evoked for Ibn al-Nadīm by Jaḥ ẓ a's Kitāb Faḍ āʾil al-sikbāj. Only two authors in the Fihrist are credited with works on sikbāj, Jaḥ ẓ a and Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir's son, ʿUbayd Allāh, mention of whose Kitāb al-Sikbāj wa-faḍ āʾili-hā is separated from mention of Jaḥ ẓ a's work by only one manuscript page (one and a half pages in the Tajaddud edition). 57 That works of a particular type appear in a particular fann or maqāla is no cause for surprise, as Ibn al-Nadīm is organizing his catalogue -and it is fundamentally a catalogue of titles and not a biographical work -that way. But 3.3 is different. Whereas the other fanns in Maqāla 3 (and even other fanns and maqālas) cover areas that are constituted as recognized disciplines or fields, most of 3.3 covers a particular kind of individual, a multi-faceted (and multi-talented) group of writers. 58 In light of this, we can expect clustering of certain types of works here, and not elsewhere. Of the ten books on plagiarism (sariqāt) recorded in the Fihrist, for example, seven appear in Maqāla 3, six of those in 3.3. As Wellisch has noted: 59 Amid all the various songbooks, cookbooks, and books of light verse, we also find fairly frequent remarks and complaints about plagiarism by unscrupulous authors and especially poets . . .
The importance of plagiarism in 3.3, which has also been noted, and discussed, by Dieter Sturm, 60 is underscored by the prominence it has in the very opening notice, where Ibn al-Nadīm describes the plagiarism of Isḥ āq al-Mawṣ ilī's Kitāb al-Aghānī. 61 There is much more that can be said about 3.3, which contains another 48 notices after Ibn Abī Ṭ āhir (given below, including known dates): 62 embody all the rubrics, presented in more or less chronological order. Nor is 3.3 like 3.2, which proceeds sequentially (with breaks) more or less according to its rubrics. 68 In fact, 3.3 appears to use overlapping rubrics, as outlined below, something underscored by the figure of al-Ṣ ūlī, who not only appears as notice [41] , but also as notice [64] . 
B3. Belletrists
[53] to [61] Multifaceted belletrists F. Chess Players [62] to [66] C2. Singers [67] to [68] By and large, the clusters, microclusters and sidebars schematized above proceed chronologically. Notices [28] Abū Ayyūb al-Madīnī and [29] al-Thaʿlabī appear to breach chronology -unless we re-draw the microcluster and tag [27] Ibn Abī l-Azhar to the end of the Abū l-Najm family cluster, whereupon chronology is maintained from [27] [34] in 
Concluding Remarks
For Ibn al-Nadīm, individuals belong together in clusters -he repeatedly points out that he organizes his catalogue in this way. Though organized by bibliographic rubric at the macrostructural level, and very often chronologically too, other organisational criteria made explicit by Ibn al-Nadīm and inferred by scholars to date include: chronology (date of birth or death), kin- 
